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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1-34, all of the pending clains.

The invention is directed to creating multiple scenarios
in an el ectronic spreadsheet. Mre specifically, the
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invention requires the electronic spreadsheet systemto
automatically track different versions or scenarios, as
specified by a user, and to automatically identify not only
the cells directly changed by the user but also any changi ng
dependent cells which have changed as a result of cell formula
dependencies. After automatically identifying these changes
to the user’s spreadsheet, the system can highlight these
changes or automatically generate a report summari zing the

changes for one or nore scenari os.

Representati ve i ndependent claim1l is reproduced as
fol | ows:

1. In an electronic spreadsheet system for nodeling
user-specified information in a data nodel conprising a
plurality of information cells, a nethod for automatically
tracking different versions of the data nodel and reporting
di fferences between versions to a user, the nmethod conpri sing:

(a) specifying a base set of information cells for the
systemto track changes;

(b) creating a new version of the data nodel by nodifying
at | east one information cell fromthe specified base set;

© automatically determining by the systemcells of the
dat a nodel whi ch have changed by conparing cells in the new
ver si on agai nst correspondi ng ones in the base set; and

(d) reporting said cells of the data nodel which have
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changed by creating a report, said system determ ning and
listing in the report for each cell which has changed in step

(b):

(1) values for said each cell before and after the
cell was changed, and

(ii) values for any other cells storing spreadsheet

formul as whi ch express new values as a result of said each
cell changi ng.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Ammrato et al. (Ammrato) 5,303, 146 Apr. 12, 1994
(filed Mar. 11, 1993)
Geif et al. (Geif) 5,371,675 Dec. 06, 1994

(filed Jun. 3, 1992)

Bittel, “Encyclopedia of Professional Managenent”, MG aw Hil
I nc., 1978; pp. 373-374.

Borland, “Quattro Pro Version 4.0 User’s Cuide”, 1992, pp.
573-5717.

Clainms 1-34 stand rejected under obvi ousness-type double
patenting over claim1 of Ammrato in view of old practices of
managenment shown by Bittel

Clains 1-34 stand further rejected under 35 U S.C. 103 as
unpat entable over Geif in view of Bittel and Borl and.

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.



Appeal No. 1999-2076
Appl i cati on No. 08/597, 794

OPI NI ON

We turn, first to the obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting
rejection of clains 1-34 and we note that while appellants
have presented no argunents regarding the nmerits of this
rejection, appellants have filed a term nal disclainer (Paper

No. 13-Cctober 28, 1998).

We have no input fromthe exam ner as to the
acceptability of this termnal disclainer. 1In fact, the
exam ner has repeated the rejection in the answer with
apparent disregard for, or ignorance of, the filing of this
term nal disclainer.

Accordingly, we remand this application back to the
exam ner for a finding of whether the term nal disclainer
overcomes the rejection of clains 1-34 based on obvi ousness-
t ype doubl e patenting.

Clainms 1-34 stand also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as
unpat ent abl e over the conbination of Geif, Bittel and
Bor | and.

W w il not sustain the rejection of clains 1-34 under
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35 U.S.C. 103 as the examner has failed to establish a prim

faci e case of obvi ousness.

The exam ner contends that Geif discloses, in the
abstract, “base information, new version and change
determ nation” [answer-page 3] but does not show reporting
changed inputs and outputs. The examiner relies on Bittel for
show ng reporting changes “in an anal ogous art” [answer-page
4] for the “purpose of reporting efficiency.” The exani ner
relies on Borland for the dependency limtation, pointing to
the auditing feature of Borl and.

We disagree with the conbination. W do not find Bittel
to be “anal ogous art” since the instant invention is directed
to an el ectronic spreadsheet, whereas Bittel is not even in
the electronic arts, nor does it pertain to any probl em sought
to be solved by appellants, describing, instead, a managenent
information and control technique for indicating whether a
condition or operation is wthin prescribed standards. W
find no reason for the skilled artisan to | ook to anything
within the disclosure of Bittel as a way of inproving upon
anyt hing di scl osed by Geif.

Moreover, the instant clainmed invention is concerned with
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i dentifying changes between different versions of user-naned
bl ocks of cells and we find nothing within the teachi ngs of
any of the three applied references renotely suggesting

i dentifying changes between different versions of such cells.
Nor do we find the “automatic” nature of the clainmed invention
suggested by any of the applied references. The instant
clainms require “automatically determ ning by the system

cells...which have been changed... The exam ner’s response
is to nerely allege that automation of a manual process is
“inherently obvious” [answer-page 5]. However, the instant
clains do not nerely require sinply that a process heretofore
applied manual ly be applied automatically. The clains in
question require a specific tracking of different versions of
a data nodel “automatically” and that it is “automatically”
determ ned “by the systeni that cells of the data nodel have
changed. |If this is obvious over the applied references, the
exam ner must set forth a coherent rationale in nore detai
than that it is “inherently obvious” to do so.

We have not sustained the rejection of clainms 1-34 under
35 U.S.C. 103 and we have remanded the case back to the

exam ner for a determ nation as to whether the term na

6—



Appeal No. 1999-2076
Appl i cati on No. 08/597, 794

disclainmer filed overcones the rejection of clainms 1-34 under
obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting.

This application by virtue of its “special” status
requires an imedi ate action. See MPEP 8§ 708.01(d) (7'" ed.,
February 2000). It is inportant that the Board be inforned

pronptly of

any action affecting the appeal in this case.

REVERSED and REMANDED
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